
UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE MIDDLE DISTRICT OF
ALABAMA, NORTHERN DIVISION

Richard Frank Howell, Jr. v. Nicole Nelson, Quality Correctional
Health Services, Dr. Gurley, and Warden Crosby

Howell · No. 2:25-CV-295-WKW · Decided December 3, 2025

SUMMARY

The United States District Court for the Middle District of Alabama screened a pro se prisoner’s 42
U.S.C. § 1983 complaint alleging denial of mental-health treatment and prescribed medication. The
court found that the complaint did not adequately allege a policy or custom by Quality Correctional
Health Services or specific conduct by the individual defendants, and that official-capacity claims for
monetary damages were barred. The court granted leave to amend by January 5, 2026, and warned that
failure to amend would result in dismissal.
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DISPOSITION other

PROCEDURAL POSTURE A pro se prisoner proceeding in forma pauperis brought a 42 U.S.C. §
1983 action alleging denial of prescribed medication and mental-
health treatment. The district court screened the complaint under 28
U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A and found pleading deficiencies,
but granted leave to amend.

STANDARD OF REVIEW The complaint was reviewed de novo under the mandatory screening
standards of 28 U.S.C. §§ 1915(e)(2)(B) and 1915A. The court applied
the Rule 12(b)(6) plausibility standard, accepting factual allegations as
true, liberally construing the pro se pleading, and dismissing claims
that were frivolous, failed to state a claim, or sought relief from an
immune defendant.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the complaint adequately stated a § 1983 deliberate-indifference claim against Quality
Correctional Health Services without identifying a policy or custom that caused the alleged denial of
treatment.

2. Whether the complaint adequately stated § 1983 deliberate-indifference claims against the individual
defendants without alleging each defendant’s personal involvement and conduct.

3. Whether official-capacity claims for monetary damages against the individual defendants were barred by
Eleventh Amendment immunity.

4. Whether Howell should be given an opportunity to amend his deficient pro se complaint before
dismissal.

HOLDINGS

1. The complaint failed to state a § 1983 claim against Quality Correctional Health Services because it did
not identify a policy or custom of deliberate indifference that caused the alleged denial of medication or
mental-health treatment.

2. The complaint failed to state deliberate-indifference claims against Nelson, Dr. Gurley, and Warden
Crosby because it did not allege facts showing how each defendant personally participated in or caused
the denial of medication or mental-health treatment.

3. Howell’s claims for monetary damages against the individual defendants in their official capacities were
subject to dismissal because such claims are treated as claims against the State and are barred by
Eleventh Amendment immunity.

4. The court was required to give Howell, a pro se litigant, an opportunity to amend because a more
carefully drafted complaint might state a claim.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“To establish liability on a deliberate indifference claim, a plaintiff must demonstrate that: (1) the injured
party suffered a deprivation that was objectively ‘sufficiently serious,’ and (2) the defendant acted with
‘subjective recklessness as used in the criminal law.’” (at 2)



“The complaint’s allegations fail to show a custom or policy of deliberate indifference by QCHS that would
support a § 1983 claim.” (at 3)

“Because Plaintiff’s official-capacity claims for monetary damages against the individual Defendants are
tantamount to claims against the State of Alabama itself, they are subject to dismissal” (at 5)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Howell alleged that, after being transported to the Elmore County Jail from Tallapoosa County, he was denied
previously prescribed medication and mental-health treatment. He alleged that the denials began on March 30,
2025, and continued through the filing of his complaint. He sued a charge nurse, a physician, the warden, and the
contracted healthcare provider, seeking treatment-related relief and compensation.
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Howell filed a pro se § 1983 complaint while incarcerated at the Elmore County Jail. He proceeded in forma
pauperis, triggering mandatory statutory screening. The court concluded that the complaint did not adequately
plead claims against the private medical provider or the individual defendants and ordered an amended
complaint by January 5, 2026, warning that failure to amend would result in dismissal.
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